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FINAL EVALUATION REPORT
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

July, 1983

Pupil acquisition of basic skills is an essential ingredient for an
effective school. Too many students, however, attend schools without ever
achiev.ing a mastery of the minimum basic skills necessary to further their awn

education and obtain gainful employment. In light of the current economic
conditions of high unemployment, and rthis ongoing transition to high technology

in business and industrt, the problem of pupil acquisition of basic skills
becomes evermore crucial, not only for the pupils themselves, but also for the

state,and nation. 1

Educmtional'researoh, by Edmonds (1982), Brobkover 11978, 1982) and

others, has rocused on a number of different schools soin an effort to determine

the reasons why some schools are more effective than others in helping pupils
achieve mastery of basic skills. *Effective schools" are defined as those in

which all students master basic_ school skills. Effective schools all bold

certain basic characteristics (Source: State Department of Education, Division

of Equal Educational Opportunities, 4981):

1. A Sense of Mission
2. Strong Building Leadership
3. High Expectations for All Students and Staffs
4. Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress
5. A Positive Learning ("Amato
6. Sufficient Opportunity for Learning
7. Parent /Community Involvement

The DepartmeUt of Staff Development and Hui= Relations, Division of
Elementary Schools, and Division of Middle and High Schools piloted a School

Improvement Program at five schools during the 1982-83 school year: Wedgwood
Middle School, and Fair, Trevitt, West Broad, and Windsor Elementary Schools.

These particular schools were given the opportunity to participate, based on

the numbers of pupils on free and reduced prioe lunches', and previous levels of

pupil achievement at the particular buildings. The program was funded by ECIA

Chapter 24

The School Improvement Program bad as its focus the improved pupil

acquisition of basic skills through inservice support for professional staff at

the building level in the oharacteristies of instructionally effective

schools. To achieve this goal, a full-time SIP liaison was assigned to each br

the five participating schools to 000rdinate efforts andk to report to the

Program Director concerning the success of those efforts. The evaluation

design for the program is outlined as follows by 'evaluation question as

described in the project narrative section of the 1982-83 program proposal.
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Do 90% of the participaits
responding -to an orientation- evaluation form for each workshop rate the

activity as successful in terms of meeting its stated objeftives on a Likert
type rating scale?

During the months of May and June, 1982 the Executive Directors, as well
.as the five principals and their school staffs, would develop an in-depth
awareness, understanding and acceptance of the School Improvement Program

concept. Additionally, the Director of Staff Development and Human Relations
would orient each pirtioiOating school staff in the philosophy and character-
istics of effective %schools, as well as the expectations for staff as
participants in the School Improvement Program. The Staff Dev'elopment Workshop
Evaluation Form (Appendix A) would be used by workshop participants to evaluate
each activity in terms of its success in meeting stated objectives. The
Program Director would be responsible for conducting the evaluation of this
component.

Svauation Onektipt12.-1 (SIP _Commutes) z, 'Will. there be a roster as evidence of
a SIP committee at each school?

By September, 1982 each of the participating schools would organize a SIP
committee, comprised Of the principal, representative staff, and represen-
tative parents. The SIP liaison at each building would also be a member of
this committee; A roster of committee members at each school would be provided
for the Program Director; who would maintain a file of such rosters for review
by Evaluation Services.

Eval One
evidence that the SIP team collected and analyzed the data?

Is .there

By Septeater, 1982 the SIP committee at each school would be responsible
for having oollected and analyzed data concerning the school and students.
These data would include the following: (a) reading achievement scores; (b)
mathematics achievement scores; (0-State Department Program Evaluation Report;
(d) volunteers in the building; (e) discipline records; (f) information related
to parent involvement in the school; (g) number of children served by free or
-reduced price lunches; (h) number of children served by State and Federal
Programs; (i) interviews with parents and teachers; and (j) process checklist
information. To accomplish this task, the Program Director would develop a SIP
Process Checklist to report what and how data were collected and analyzed at
each school.

Ey
assessment document?

Is there a written needs

By October, 1982 each participating school would conduct a needs
assessment reflecting both the characteristics of effective schools and the
previously completed data analysis. data obtaned from the assessment
would be analyzed, and reported to the participating schools by the Department
of Evaluation Services.
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Is there evidence that a
School Improvement Program plan is developed for consideration at each school/

By January, 1983 School Improvement Program plan would be developed by
each participating school., This plan would be reviewed by the school staff,
submitted to the Division of Elementary Schools and the Division of Middle and
High Schools for approval, and presented to parents'for clarification. The
plans would be kept on file by the Program Director to ascertain that priority .

needs are addressed first and that effective school characteristics are
included in the plan.

11 4 $

statement developed for the district?
Was an overall mission

By September, 1982 the SIP committee from each of the five participating
schools would develop an overall mission statement related to the district
School Improvement Program. The Program Director would assume responsibility
for' the development of such a statement.

Was a mission statebent
developed for each school? Do 90% of the staff members possess an
understanding Of the mission?

By October, 1982 the SIP committee at each of the five participating
schools would provide leadership in formulating a school mission statement
related to school improvement. The Program Director would keep on file a copy
of mission statements from each building, and evaluate the understanding of the
mission statement by school staff members at each building.

halatte&LANNUMLaajgglianktjaSMILAUCXC..." Do 90% of a sample group-of
parents and community responding to a questic,. Lit indicate that the mission
of the school was. communicated to them?

Thrdughout the 1982-83 school year, each participating sea would
communideto the school mission to the students, parents, and oommuni members
An order that the entire school community possessed a clear undo tending of
the sohools, mission. By Hay, 1983 a sample group of parents and community
persons randomlypelected from each school would be surveyed to ascertain their
awareness of the school mission. The Department of Evaluation Services would
assist in the development of the survey, analyze the data collectod,'and report
the results. The Program Director would be responsible for th, distribution
and collection of survey forms.

,,t. 4

Do 90%
of the participants in each workshop who complete the workshop evaluation form
indicate that the workshop was "very successful or successful" in meeting its
stated objectights and do 90% of the participants who complete a follow -up
survey provide indication that they have tried/applied specific skilli or
strategies in the classroom or school setting?
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During the 1982-83 school year, the principals of participating schools
would be tre.ned in the skills necessary to provide the leadership for
iaplementing a school improvement plan. Examples of topics that would be

presented during the year are instructional leadership, management styles, and
staff expectations.

Teachers would be trained during the school year in one or more of the
following characteristics of effedtive schools: (a) high teacher expecta-
tions for all students; (b) frequent, monitoring and evaluation of pupil'
progress;

and

a positive learning climate; (d) sufficient opportunity for
learning; and (e) parent/community involyement with schools.

At the conclusion of each of the inservioe programs, participants would
complete a locally developed instrument, the SD/HR Workshop Evaluation Ford,
a copy of which is found in Appendix A. Participants would be asked to rate
the success of, the workshop 2n terms of meeting its stated objectives.
Response choices on the form range trod- 1-No SU004SS to 5-Very Successful.
Opportunity would also be provided for participants to make written comwats
concerning the inservioe program. .In addition, tour weeks after the initial
inservice program, participants would be requested to complete another locally
developed instrument,' the SD/HR Follow-Up Survey Form, a copy of which is found,
iwAppendix H. Participants would be asked to indicate the degree to which
skills presented 'during inservice sessions have been implemented in colassrocm
or related situations,. as well as the success of such implementation. The
Program Director would admlailper mad collect such forms wig) the help of SIP
liaisons at each school,. The Department of Evaluation Services would analyze
the data received and would report the results.

itialuaLtnit_faugultimajUIZAL,212grauli Do 90% of the teachers responding to
the workshop evaluation forms for each workshop rate their understanding of the
strategies presented as *perfectly clear to clear* on the seven po0t rating
scale and rate their overall satisfaction with the workshops as *Completely
satisfied to satisfied* on a'seven point rating scale?

During the 1982-83 school year, 34 teachers from the five participating
schools would be trained in the Teacher Expectations and Student Achievement
(TESA) Training Program. The program, designed to help teachprs improve pupil
academic achievement, consists of an orieritation, five three -hour workshops,
and an evaluation meeting. At the conclusion of each workshop, participants
are to complete evaluation forms that were' developed by the Los Angeles County
School System and are part of the TESA Teacher Handbook. In responding to the
items on the evaluation form, participants are asked to 86sfqete 'seven point
Likert-type 'scales and also to provide written "comments. A copy of the
instruments are found in Appendix The Department of Evaluation Services
would analyze and report the data received from the Staff Development
specialists conducting the workshops. It

zialuatimbiluizmia.asimsAugualftga4 abo 90% of the teachers- responding to
a follow-up of the USA workshops indidate that they attempted to apply the
strategies presented in the workshops in their class and rate the strateeies as
helpful?
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Teachersfiwho participated in the TESA training program would be requested
to attoind dui TESA evaluation Meeting. Participants would then be asked-to
indicate whether they attempted to apply the 15 strategies presented in the
workshops. Response choices ranged from 1-Never to 5-All of the Tine.

Participants would also be asked to rate the helpfulness cf the 15 strftegies.
Response choices range from 1-Of No Help to 5-Very Helpful. A Oopy of the
instrument is found in Appendix C. Staff Development specialists who conducted
the session would be responsible for collecting the evaluation data, while the
analysis and reporting of findings would be conduqted by the Department of
Evaluation Services.

10,

The Departient of Evaluation Services provided technical support for tne
SIP program. This support included the analysis and reporting of results from
the needs assessment conducted at each of the five participating buildings
during October, 1982, the analysis and reporting of results from both the Fall
pretest and Spring posttest of the CTBS Arithmetic Computation Test and Reading
Coeprehension Test administered at each of the five participating buildings,
and the development, analysis, and reporting of results for various evaluation
instruments, such as the SD/HR Workshop Evaluation Form, used at in:Horace
sessions, and the Parent Survey, distributed to parents during April, 1983.

war...v120i=

The Depfrtment of Evaluation Services has ,reported on those evaluation
objectives thit have received technical support services from the department:
(a) needs assessment, (b) survey of parents, (c) inservioe for teachers, (d)
TESA inservioe for teachers, and (e) measures of- overall program effectiveness,
specifically the CTBS pretoit and posttest administered during the 1982-83

school year. The Program Director assumed responsibility for reporting eon the
remaining evaluation objective/.

2 13.1neska,..Anusamagt

During the month of October, 1982 each participating school conducted a
needs .assessment based on the School Social Climate Study directed by
Dr. Wilber B. Brookover of Michigan State University (1978). Copies ofthe
Teacher Questionnaire used in the Michigan study were distributed to tcachersi
at each of the five participating. 3110 schools. .The data obtained f'..om the

completed questionnaires were analyzed by the Department of Evaluation
Services. In addition to frequency distributions of all items, and cros!tabu-
lations of selected its's, scale scores were calculated on five school climate
variables as deicribed in the Michigan Study (see Appendix D). The scale score
items, or teacher school climate variables, consisted for tho'following items:

TSCL1 Ability, Evaluations, Expectations and Quality of
Education for College (12 items : 23-29, 32,,33, 43,
61, 63)



6

TSCL2 Present Evaluations and Itxpectations for High School
Completion (9 items: 19-22,10, 31,.42, 44, 62)

TSCL3 Teacher - Student Commitment to Iaprove (10 items:

45-47, 51»56, 58, 51)

TSCL4 Teacher Perception of Principal's Expectations
(5 items: 37-41)

TSCL5 Teacher Academic Futility (7 items: 48-50, 57,

60, 6.14.77)

A comparisoli`of the means and standard deviations on the school climate
variables between the Columba and Michigan samples is summarised in Table ,1.
A review of this table indicated that the Columbus sample achieved a slightly
more pOsitive academia olimate than the Npliohigan sample for all sadool climate

variables, except for the first 'variable (=L1 Ability, Evaluations and
Quality of Education for College) . Howevero.sinoe the Michigan.sample provided
the only comparable baseline data available, Columbus school staffs were
encouraged to examine data Mk individual items in order to adequately assess
the needs at each particular school building. The- results of these analyses

were shared with the principal and 'MP liaison from each of the five

participating SIP schools, and were the subject of staff meetings held later at
the individual school buildings. As a result of the assessment of eaoh
ailding's school climate, the criterion opeciflod in Evaluation Question 2.3
was attained.

Table 1

Comparison of Means and standard Deviations on School Climate
Variables (Scale Scores) for Columbus SIP School Staffs, and

a Sample of Miabigan Schools

Scale
Score

soowwilitallilgallall.610:011.
Standard

TSCL1 59 42.68 8.47 327 31.60 6.19

TSCL2 .58 20.28 5.27 327 35.24 3.05

55 28.91 5.74 327 31.52 3.86

rscLis 67 14.28' 3.89 327 16.01 3.77

TSCL5 '25.44a 303a 327 21.86 2.34,

jots. Smaller scale scores represent a positive" academic climate for all scale

scores except TSCL5, for which smaller scores -represent a sore negative

academic climate.

atolumbus'scale score based oat= item less than Michigan scale score.



iel-Parent Survey

During April, 1983 the Parent Survey Form (Appendix I was distributed to
parents along 'with their child's report card. A total of 1,041 questionnaires
were re:urned from the five participating SIP schools. The 90% criterion
specified in Evaluation Question 3.3 was not attained for the overall project,
with only 30.9% of the 1,024 respolndents indicating that they were "aware of
the school's mission. statement for the school year" (Item 2). The mph:Us
varied tram sc)ool to school, however. At Trevitt klomentary for example,
53:5% of the respondents indicated that they were aware of the school's milssion
statement. In fact, responses from Trevitt parents were consistently lammit

-positive on each item than the responses of parents from the other schools
participaing in the School Improvement. Program. A large percent of the
respondents (85.9%) from all five schobis agreed that 'the School Improvement
Program has helped your child this school year" (Item 9). The overall results,
as well as the results for each scho61 are summarized by item in Table 2.

7
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Table 2

Percent and Averse Response to Items
of the Parent Survey For*

0

.00110110.

Item
ll

Average
leammut

Zamant_sajtagnandmts .

No.3ehool_

1'. Did you know. that the school
was running the special School
Improvement Program (SIP)?

Wedgewood 259 1.6 39.8 . 60.2
Fair 108 1.5 50.0 50.0
Trevitt 144 1.2 75.7 24.3

West Broad 348 1.4 630 36.2
Windsor 177 1.6 38.4 61.6
Total 1,036 1.5 53.7 46.3

2. Were you aware of the school's
mission statement for the
school year?

Wedgewood .258 1.8 20.9 79.1
Fair

,--.

105 1.6 37.1 62.9
Trevitt 144 1.5 53.5 46.5
West Broad 344 1.5 48.0 52.0,
Windsor

.

173 1.8 24.9 Tk-1
Total . 1,024 1.6 36.9 . 63:1
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Table 2 (Continued)

Percent and Average Response to Items
of the Parent Survey Form

Ito*

Sabacil

Average
Immum,

humait_glialuatugaiita

11.0

3. Did anyone from the school
talk with you about the School
Improvement Program this
year?

Wedgwood
Fair
Trevitt
West Broad
Windsor
Total

4. Do you better understand the
school's academic program
this school year?

255
107

141

343
176

1,022

1.8

1.7.
1.4
1.6

1.8
. 1.7.

_

k

16.9
26.2
58.2
35.3
22.7

30.7

83.1

73.8
41.8
64.7

77.3

69.3

Wedgwood 250 1.6 42.8 57.2
Fair 163 1.5 54.4 45.6
Trevitt 139 1.2 77.0 23.0
West Broad 32:i 1.3 67.1 32.9
Windsor 167 1.6 44.3 55.7
Total ,987 1.4 -57.1 42.9

5. Dr, you think the school
expects each child to learn
at least the basic skills in
each subject?

Wedgewood 256 1.1 92.6 7.k
Fair 105 1.0 96.2 3.8
Trevitt 143 1.0 99.3 0.7
West Broad 346 1.0 97.1 2.9
Windsor 172 1.1 93.6 .6.4
Tots... 1,022 1.0 95.6 4.4

6. Has your child's progress in
learning the basic skills been
reviewed frequently this year
by the school?

Wedgwood 222 , 14 78.4 21.6
Fair 95 1.2 83.2 16.8
Trevitt 138 1.1 93.5 6.5
West Broad 327 1.1 91.7 8.3
Windsor 154 1.2 76.0 24.0
Total, 936 1.1 85.4 14.6



Table 2 (Continued)

Percent and Average Response to Itims
of the Parent Survey Fore

Item Average
4.

Zaranza-ACAtuusuultata
No

7. Has your child been assigned
enough homework during this
this school year?

Wedgwood 25.1 1.3 72.5 27.5
Fair 103 1.2 82.5 17.5
Trovitt 140 1.2 84.3 15.7
West Broad 332 1.2 81.9 18.1
Windsor 170 141 63.5 36.5
Total 996 1.2 .76.8 23.2

8. Are you satisfied with your
child's prowess in learning
the basic skills this year?

Wedgwood. 2 #9 1.2 79.9 ',20.1

Fair 103- 1.3 73.8 26.2
Trevitt 136 ' 1.1 90.4 9.6
West Broad 340 1.1 5.6 11.4
Windsor 171 1.3 73.1 26.9
Total 999 1.2 81.5 18.5

9. Do you' think that the School

Improvement Program has helped
your child this school year?

Wedgwood 197 1.2 77.7 22.3,
Fair 79 1.1 88.6 11.4
Treyitt 138 1.1 04.9 5.1
West Broad 316 1.1 90.2 9.8
Windsor 147 77.6 22.4

. Total 877 1.1 85.9 14.1
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By June, 1983 a total of 22 inservice sessions was reported as having been
conducted at the five schools. A chronology of the inservice activities
conducted is summarised in ppendiz E, including the location, inservice topic,
number of participants, length in hours, and goals and objectives for each
session. from August 30, 1982 to April 22, 1983. A total of 488 personnel
(duplicated count across sessions) took part in 110.5 hours of inservtce
activities. By multiplying the number of participants by the number of hours
Per session, the total number of person hours of inservice can be calculated.
The total number of per* hours expanded for design Objective 3.7 was 53,924.
Inservice sessions were conducted at the individual school buildings.

An analysis of the data obtained from the SD/HR Workshop Evaluation Form,
and the SD/RR Follow-Up Survey Fore indicated that the.criteria specified in
Evaluation Question 3.7 were attained, with .94.3% of the 461 respondents to the
SP/HR Workshop Evaluation Form indicating that the workshop vas "very success-
ful or successful' 'in meeting its stated objectives, and 90.2% of the 215
respondents to the SD/HR Follow-Up Survey Fore indicating that they 'applied
specific skills or, strategies in their jobs. The responses to the SD /HR
Workshop evaluation Form 11.00 summarized in Table 3, while the responses to the
SD/HR Follow.Up Survey Forth are summarized in Table 4.

Table 3

Percebt of Respondents Rating the Success of the
Inservice Workshops in Achieving Their

Stated Objectives

Percent se ReApimilants
Item 2 from SD/HR No Little . Very
Workshop Evaluation N Success Success Undecided Successful Sucessful

2. Row would you
rate this work-
shop in looting
its stated
objectives? 461 0.0 1.1 4.6 54.8 39.5, .
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Table I)

Percent of Respondents Indicating Application
of Workshop Skills and Strategies

N,f-Th

Item 2 from SD/RR
Follow-Up Survey Form

--212JMOLLQUINAMIldaatia_.
N 0 1 -2 3-5 6 or more

2. How many of these skills/
strategies have you
=Rally been able to
try/apply in your job? 215 9.8 37.2 46.0 7.0

1,1LILIA_Er4 irsa

By April, 1983 the five TESA workshop programs had been held for Columbus
teachers. Some teachers from the five SIP schools participated in these
workshops. A c#ronology of TESA inservice activities is summarized in Appendix
F. A t.7..)!.al of 691 personnel (duplic-ted count across sessions) took part in
75.4 bc,.!$ of inservioe activities related to design Objective 3.8, for a total
expenditure of 52,101.4 person hours. All workshops were conducted at either
the Shepard or West Mound Service Center.

Workshop evaluation data for SIP participants were available only for the
second and fifth TESA inservioe sessions. Results from two items Of the TESA
Workshop Evaluation Forms were used to answer Evaluation Question 3.8 (USA
Program). An analysis of the data collected from the SIP respondents to the
evaluation form for the second and fifth TISA wortehops, and summarized in
Tables 5 and 6 indicated that the criteria specified in the evaluation question
were attained for those inservice sessions, with 92.6%,--or 25 of the 27 SIP
respondents, rating the second workshop as providing a clear understanding of
unit interaction and the same number indicating satisfaction with the workshop.
For the fifth TESA workshop, all of the 25 SIP respondent? rated the workshop
as providing a clear understanding of unit interaction and the same Mauer
indicating satisfaction with, the workshop.

Since no evaluation data were received for SIP respondents at the other
inservice sessions, the beet estimate of the effectiveness of these workshops
would be the results of ratings from all participants. These ratings are also
summarized in Tables 5 and 6.

An analysis of the overall i._Lervice data summarized in Tables 5 and 6
indicated that for the overall program, sore than 90% of the respondents gave
the workshops a rating of 5 or more on the scale of 1 to 7. Specifically,
94.0% of the respondents indicated that they had a clear understanding of the
unit interactions discussed in the workshops, and 93.1% of the respondents
indicated that they were satisfied with the inservice programs. However, only
89.0$ of all respondents in the third TESA workshop indicated a clear
understanding of the unit interactions, and 88.1% of all respondents indicated
satisfaction with / the unit three inservioe program. Therefore, the criteria as
specified in Evaluation Question 3.8 (TM Program) were not achieved. 13
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TESA program participants were not asked to attend a TESA evaluation
meeting, and did not complete the TESA Follow-Up Survey. Consequently,
Evaluation Question 3.8 (TESA Follow-UP) cannot be answered. In lieu of the
evaluation meeting and TESA Follow-Up Survey, participants at the last TESA
inservice program were asked to complete the TESA Program Evaluation Survey, a
copy of which f's found in Appendix C. As summarized in Table 7, 88.5% of &U
respondents gave the proses* an overall rating of 1 or 2 on a scale of 1 (high)
to 5 (low), while all of the SIP respondents gave the program an overall rating
of 1 or 2.

Table 5

Percent and Avirage Responie to the Participants'
Understanding of the Strategies Presented in

the Five TESA Workshops

Item from
Evaluation Form

percent Responding
Average Perfectly Do not understand

N Response clear that at all

7

Do you have a clear
understanding of the
unit interactions?

TESA I 140 5.9 24.4

TESA II 143 6.0 33.6

TESA II (SIP only) 27 6.1 37.0

TESA III 127 5.8 19.7

TESA IV 121 6.4 48.8

TESI V 124 6.1 32.3

TESA V (SIP only) 25 6.3 36.0

Overall Ratings 655 6.0 30.8

5 k 2 1

47.1 27.1 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

46.1 11.9 5.6 2.1 0.7 0.0

48.1 7.4 0.0 0.0 0.0

56.7 12.6 8.7 2.4 0.0 0.0

45.4 5.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 u.0

49.2 13.7 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0

60.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

48.8 14.4 4.9 0.9 0.2 0.0
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Table 6

Percent and Average. Response to the/Participants'
Satisfaction with the Five TWA' Workshops

It from
Evaluation Form

Row satisfied were you

Percent lespondilin
Average Completely Utterir
Response Satisfied Dissatisfied

wi /today's workshop?

TESA I 141 6.0 34.8 37.6 22.0 5.0 0.7 0.0 0.0

TESAII 142 6.1 36.6 44.4 9.9 7.0 2.1 0.0 0.0

TESA II (SIP only) 27 6.4 55.6 33.3 3.7 7.4 0.0 0.0 0.0

TESA III 126 5.8 22.2 47.6 18.3 8.7 2.4 0.8 0.0

TESA IV 119 6.3 50.4 38.7 9.2 1.7 0.0 0.0 is 0.0

TESA V 124 6.3 47.6 43.5 3.2 4.8 0.9 0.0 0.0

TESA V (SIP only) 25 6.6 60.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Overall Rating 652 6.1 38.0 42.3 12.7 5.5 1.3 0.2 0.0

Table 7

Percent and Average Response of All Participants and
SIP Participants in Overall Rating of the TESA Program

Average .....21kitrantjwitibuMageAta_
Befiagnagi lila 1 2 3 4 5 Low

10. What is your overall
rating of the TESA
Programs?

All participants 113 1.6 60.2 28.3 8.0 2.6 0.9
SIP only 25 1.2 76.0 24.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

On the TESA Program Evaluation Survey participants were also asked to
prioritize the three interactions which were most effective, and the three

which were least effective. he data concerning Me moat effective

15.
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interactions are summarized in Table 8, while the least effective interactions
are summarized in Table 9. The most effective interactions included "equitable
distribution" and 'delving,* while the least effective interactions included
' reasons for praise," "compliments," and 'higher level questioning.' SIP
respondents for the coot part indicated similar 'priorities. These
' interactions' were representativeof a number of strategies prfisented at the
inservice programs to help teachers improve teacher-student interaction as a
means of improving student achievement.

Table 8

Percent of TESA Respondents Selecting First,
Second, and Third Most Effective Interactions

Interaction
Perosnt,of REMPQAditata

First Most Second Most Third Most

Equitable Distribution -29.9

Individual Helping 19.6

Latency 13.1

Delving 3.7

High Level Questioning 1.9

Affirmation 0.9

Praise 13.1

Reason for Praise 1.9

Listening 4.7

Accepting Feelings 0.9

Proximity 3.7

Courtesy 2.9

Compliments 0.9

Touching 1.9

Desisting 0.9

Total
100%

.

4.6

13.0

12.0

16.7

0.9

1.9

11.1

8.3

10.2

0.0

8.3

4.6

3.8

4.6

0.0

T.5

6.5

5.6

15.9

0.0

4.7

11.3

5.6

6.5

4.7

6.5

9.3

6.5

7.5

1.9

16 100% 100%
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Table 9

Fervent of TESA Respondents Selectidk First,
Second,,and Third Least Effective Interactions

15

Intimation
40.

First Least second Least Third Least
Attfttita Atfmatts.

Equitable Distribution

Indliidual Helping

Latency

Delving

High Level Questioning

4.2

1.1

2.1

5.2

12.6

2.4

1.2

7.1

9.4

2.4

3.8

0.0

1/".7

6.4

15.5

Affirmation 9.5 7.1 6.4

Praise 3.2 4.7 3.8

Reason for Praise 18.9 17.6\ 9.0

Listening 2.1 1.2 0.0

Accepting Feelings .2.1 2.4

Prqxisdty \ 12.6 9.4 3.8

Courtesy 2.1 4.7 10.3

Complisents 7.4 17.6 6.4

Touching 9.5 4.7 7.7

DJMisting .7. 8.1 11.5'

Total 100% 100% 100% v.
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A major characterisitic of a school improveiment program is the monitoring
of pupil achievement in the basic skill areas. As part of this process, the
Arithmetic Computation Test and the Reading Comprehension Test of the
Comprehensive. Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS; 1968) were administered to all
pupils in the five SIP schools during October,.1902. This test administration
served as a pretest measure of pupils' skill levels. Posttest dAta were
collected as part of the district's citywide testing program during April,
'1983. In addition, the CTBS Arithmetic, Concepts Test and Arithmetic
Applications Test were administered to all the pupils at West Broad
Elementary. Thole additional tests were used because the.statt at this school
was making,a major.effort to improve pupils' math skills. The test level aid
form by grade level is reported in Table 10.

Table 10

CTBS Test Level and Form
Reported by Grade Level

Grade

Level Form Level Form

2 Q 2 Q
5 2 2
6 3 Q 3 Q
7 3 a 3 a
8 4 Q 3 Q

To be included it the evaluation sample a pupil bad to have taken the
pretest and posttest in the same school and had to have a non-sero score on
both the pretest and 'the posttest. Ot the 1,745 pupils pretested with the
Arithmetic Computation Test, 1,459 (83.6%) met the selection criteria and were
included in the evaluation sample. Of the 1,701 pupils pretested with the
Reading Ccmprebension Test, 1,427 (83.9S) met the selection criteria and were
included in the evaluation sample.

7he remainder of this report IA a description of the pretest-posttest
results. In interpreting these results the reader should be aware of the four
types of scores used in carrying out the data analyses. First, the raw score
is &Imply the number of items on which the pupil marked Only the correct
response. Second, the grade equivalent (GE) score is the grade level at which
the median raw score of the norming group was the same as raw score of the
pupil tested. That is, if a pupil obtained a grade equivalent of 3.1, the
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...pupil's raw score was the same as the median score for third grade pupils in
the norming grout who were-tested in October. The grade equivalent is not an
equal unit of measurement and provides limited inforaat4on abou# the pupil's
performance. Third, the percettilq (01e) score indicates how the pupil's raw
score compares with the raw .scores of the pupils in the normAng group. A
percentile score of 7Q indicates that the pupil did as well or better than TO%
of the pupils in the norming group. The percentile. is not an equal unit of
measurement, but does provide comparative information regarding the pupil's
performance.. Fourth, the normal curve equivalent (Es) is a standard score
with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of about 21. Unlike the grade
equivalent and the percentile, the NCR is an equal unit of measurement. This
means that the distance between any two points in the NCI distribution is the
same and represents the same _amount of change (see Appendix 0 for the

of'different types of so . A major advantage of SCR scores is
thikt arithmetic operations can be donet h them. For dumple, pretest-q
distribution

posttest change scores can .be computed and averaged. While percentile and
grade equivalent scores are used in this report, the NCR score represents the
most accurate picture of pupil growth.

Table 11 contains a summary "of pretest, posttest, and change scores for
Arithmetic Computation for all five -SIP sdhools reported by grade level. The
summary reveals that the average growth in arithmetic achievement exceeded the
expected at each grade level. While the expected NCI change is .zero, the
average overall change in SIP schools was 13.6. This is almost, twice the
change that ECI1 Chatter 1 uses as a general rule to judge that a program is
successful. Overall, 27.4% of the pupils were at grade level on the pretest;
posttest results shove that 58.8% were at grade level. While the increase in
the Percent of pupils at grade level, was substantial. at each grade level, only
34.3% of the seventh - graders and' 41.9% of the eighth-graders were at grade
level on the posttest. Apppendiz I contains pretest-posttest results for
individual SIP schools.

p

Table 12 contains a summary of pretest-po!ptest, and change scores for
Reading Comprehension for all five SIP schools reported by grade level. The
summary reveals that the average growth in reading achievement exceeded the
expected at each grade level. (The average growth at the seventh .grade was
less than one ICE point.) While the expected ICS change is zero, the average
change in SIP schools was 4.2. Overall, 33.7% of the pupils were at grade
level on the pretest; posttest results showed that.45.6% were at grade level.
While there was a substantial increase in the percent of pupils at grade level
in four of the five grade levels in reading, the change was far less dramatic
than the change for arithmetic.



Table 11

Median Percentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Posttest, and.Chanie Scores for
Arithmetlo Computation Reported by Grade Level

t ....152attent

Median Median 'Mean %.At Median Median Mean % At Median Mean % Atfile OK NCI Or. Lev.Orpde N S il.e OR . Ea Or. Lev. OE NCI Or. Lev.

4 531 29.3 3.6 -00 39.9 25.1 61.2 5.0 56.8 63.8 1.3 16.9 38.7
5 582 37.3 4.7 44.5 33.5 63.0 6.1 57.8 63.8 1.5 13.3 30.3
6 121 32.2 5.3 39.2 19.0 54.6 7.0 P, 52.9 51.2 1.7 13.8 32.2
7 108 23.9, 5.6 35.4 14.8 35.5 6.8 42.0 34.3 1.1 6.6 19.5
8 117 31.6 6.8 42.6 28.2 45.9 8.4 48.3 41.9 0.9 5.7 13.7.

Total 1450 41.5 27.4 55.1 58.8 13.6 31.4

Iy
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Table 12

Median.Peroentile, Median Grade R4uivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Posttext,,and Change Sowers for
Reading Comprehension Reported by Grade Level

Change

Grade N
Median
%ile

Median

OR
Mean
NCR

% At
Or. Lev.

Median
%ile

'Median
OR

Mean
Ma

% At
Or. Lev.

Median
OR

Mean
NCR

% At
Or. Lev.

4 527 39.6 3.6 44.4 35.1 47.7 4.6 48.7 47.4 0.9 4.3 12.3
5 570 39.7 4.5, 46.0 33.2 46.7 5.5 50.4 46.5 0.9 4.4 13.3
6 121 32.9 4.9 42.6 28.9 43.9 6.2 46.3 43.0 1.0 3.8 14.1
7 104f 34.9 6.0 42.7 38.5 39.5 7.0 434 .39.4 0.7 0.9 0.9
8 105 27.1 6.2 41.6 30.5 42.7 7.9 48.2 41.0 1.2 6.6 10.5

Total 1427 44.6 33.7 48.8 4.5.6 4:2 11.9

tt.
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If it is assumed that-a pupil who is no more than one year below grade
level can adequately function in the classroom, it is of interest to determine
the percent of pupils who were no more than one year.belov grade level on the
posttest. Thble 13 contains a summary of the percent of pupils at or above one
year below grade level for UM two achievement tests administered. Approxi-
mately 10% more pupils on the posttest scored at or above one year below grade
level in Arithmetic Computation. While the increase in the percent of.pupils
at grades six through eight are encouraging, the fact that 46.3% of the
seventh-graders were still more-than one year below grade level oh the posttest
points out a problem in the area of computation at the seventh grade level.
The reading results are less encouraging. While there was an increase in the
percent of pupils no sore than one year below grade level in the middle school
grades, almost half the seventh- and eighth-graders scored more than ons'ypar
below grade level on the reading posttest. When considering these data it
should be remembered that apprccd.mately a third of the norming sample scored
one or more years below grade level.

Table 13

Percent of Pupils At or Above One Tear Below
Grade Level on the Pretest and Posttest

Reported by Grade Level

----128diaLSCAUMRIMISAUM.---
Grade Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Change

4 85.3 90.8 5.5 74.4 71.2
5 76.1 85.2 9.1 69.5 65.6 -3.9
6 59.5 76.0 16.5 46.3 55.4 9.1
7 33.3 53.7 20.4 47.1 51.0 3.9
8 47.0 64.1 17.1 44.8 50.5 5.7

Total 72.6 82.5 9.9 65.9 64.6 -1.3

A major theme of moat of MI literature on effective schools is that a
school is effective if the economically disadvantaged" pupils in the pawl
learn the basic skills to the use extent as pupils .not' economically
disadvantaged. Analyses of t1 pretest-posttest SIP data were made to
determine the degree to which the achievement gains of pupils in the school
district subsidized lunch program were comparable to the gains of pupils not in
the lunch program. A pupil whose Student '!Raster File record indicated that the
pupil was receiving either a free or reduced price lunch was included in the
subsidized lunch group. The achievement gains of these pupils were compared
with the gains of pupils not involved in the subsidized lunch program.

Table 14 contains a summary of the pretest, posttest, and cha. scores
for Arithmetic Computation reported by subsidised lunch category. Of the 1,459
pupils tested in arithmetic, 71.7% (1,046) were in the subsidized lunch
category. At each grpde level the mean ICE was lower for the pupils, in the

24'



-Table 14

Mean NCB, Peroent At Grad. Level, and Percent At
or Above One'Year Below Oracle Level for the Pretest,
Posttest, and Change Scores for Arithmetic Computation

Reported by Subsidised Lunch Category Within Grade Level

Grade
Subsidised
Lunch N

Fratapt %latent

Mean
MCI

% At % At One Mean
Or: Lev. Yr. Below NCB

% At
Or. Lev.

% At One
Yr. Below

Heal;

NCR
$ At lb Ai One

Or. Lev. Yr. Below

4

111011..111..11
Yee 422 * 39.11

,......,11.
23.9 ' 84.4 54.5 59.7 58.6 15.4 35.8 4.2

No 109 43.1 29.4 89.0 66.0 -79.8 99.1 22.9 50.4 10.1
Total 531 39.9 25.1' 85.3 56.8 63.8 -90.8 16.9 38.7 5.5

.11.1.1=11111001.M.P....01..

5 Yes 454 44.1 32.6 76.2 56.5 60.8 83.9 12.4 2d.2 7.7
No
Total

128
582

45.9
44.5

.30;7
33.5

75.8 62.4
76.1 57.8

74.2
63.8

89.8
85.2

16.5
13.3

37.5
30.3 .

111.0
9.1

Yes 65 36.5 16.9 49.2 47.5 46.2 69.2. 11.0 29.3 20.0
No '56 42.3 21.4 71.4 59.3 57.1 83.9 ; 17.0 35.7 12.5
Total 121 39.2 19.0 59.5 52.9 51.2 76.0 13.8 .32.2 16.5

7 Yes 52 33.1 13.5 28.9 38.8 32.7 48.1 5.8 19.2 19.2
No 56 37.5 16.1 37.5 44.9 35.7 58.9 7.5 19.6 21.4
Total 108 35.4 14.8 33.3 .42.0 34.3 53.7 6.6 19.5 20.4

8 Yea 53 39.1 18.9 39.6 43.3 28.3 50.9 4.2 9.4 11.3
No 64 45.4 35.9 53.1 52.4 53.1 75.0 7.0 17.2 21.9
Total. , 117 42.6 211.2 47.0 48.3 111.9 64.1 5./ 13.7 17.1

.11.-

0.-41Overall Yes 1046 *0.8 26.5 73.6 53.6 56.4 81.5 12.8 29.9 7.9
No 413 43.4 29.8 70.0 59.0 64.9 85.0 15.6 35.1 15.0
Total 1459 41.5 27.4 72.6 55.1 58.8 82.5 13.6 31.4 9.9

26
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subsidized lunch category. This was true on both the pretest and the
posttest. At some grade levels the difference between the means for the tu.1
categories was not large. The difference between the percent at grade level
for the two categories was consistently in the same direction as the NCE
results. However, on the pretest 3.6% more of the pupils in the subsidized
lunch category scored at or above one year below grade level.

I°

When pretest-posttest change was compared, mean NCB change was found t 'be
consistently larger for the pupils not in the subsidized lunch categoryN In
arithmetic, pupils not in the subsidized lunch category tended to: (a) re
higher on the pretest; (b) score higher on the posttest; and (c) show greater
growth between the pretest ana the posttest.

Table 15 contains a summary of the pretest, posttest, and change scores
for Reading Comprehension reported by subsidized lunch category. Of the 1,427
pupils tested in reading, 71.4% (1,019) were in the subsidized lunch category.
At each grade level the mean NCE was lower for the pupils in the subsidized
lunch program. This was true for both the pretest and the posttest. The
difference between the percent at grade level and the difference between the
percent at or above one year below grade level for the two categories was
consistently in the same direction as the NCE results. When pretest-posttest
change was compared, the mean ICE was found to be consistently larger for the
pupils not in the subsidized lunch category. In reading, pupils not in the
subsidized lunch category tended to: (a) moors higher on the pretest; (b)

score higher on the posttest; and (0 show greater growth between the pretest
and the posttest. Overall, the percent at grade level increased by 11.9% from
the pretest to the posttest. At grades five, seven, and eight the change in
the percent was larger for the pupils in the subsidized lunch category.



Table 15

Mean NCR, Percent At Grade Level, and Percent At
or Above One Year Below tirade Level for the Pretest,
Posttest, and Change Scores for Beading Coeprenension

Reported by Subsidized Lunch Category Within Oracle Level

OradA
Subsidized
Lunch N

Pretegt Posttest Change

Mean
NCB

% At
Or. Lev.

% At One
Yr. Below

Mean
NCB

% At
Or. Lev.

% It One
Yr. Below

Man
NCR

% At % At One
Or. Lev. Yr. Below

4 Yes 419 42.1 29.4 71.1 46.3 41.1 66.6 4.1 11.7 -4.5
No 108 53.1 57.4 87.0 57.9 72.2 88.9 4.8 14.8 1.9
Total 527 44.4 35.1 74.4 48.7 47°4 71.2 4.3 12.3 -3.2

4,

5 Yes 446 44.7 28.9 65.7 48.8 42.8 61.9 4.0 13.9 -3.8
No 124 50.5 48.4 83.1 56.3 59.7 79.0 5.8 11.3 - -4.1
Total 570 46.0 33.2 69.5 50.4 46.5 65.6 4.4 13.3 -3.9

t

6 Yes 67 37.3 13.4 34.3 40.0 25.4 40.3 2.7 12.0 6.0
No 54. 49.1 48.2 61.1 54.2 64.8 74.A 5.1 16.6 13.0
Total 121 42.6 28.9 46.3 46.3 43.0 55.4 3.8 14.1 9.1

7 Yes 45 40.7 33.3 46.7 41.0 35.6 46.7 0.3 2.3 0.0
No 59 44.3 42.4 47.5 45.7 42.4 54.2 1.5 0.0 6.7
Total 104 42.7 38.5 47.1 43.7 39.4 51.0 0.9 0.9 3.9

8 Yes 42 36.6 16.7 31.0 43.8 28.6 35.7 7.2 11.9 4.7
No 63 45.0 39.7 54.0 51.2 49.2 60.3 6.2 9.5 6.3
Total 105 41.6 30.5 44.8 48.2 41.0 50.5 6.6 10.5 5.7

Overall Yes 1019 42.7 27.8 63.6 46.6 40.0 60.7 3.9 12.2 -1,2.9

No 408 49.3 48.5 71.6 54.1 59.6 74.5 4.9 11.1 2.9
Total .1427 44.6 33.7 65.9 48.8 45.6 64.6 4.2 11.9 -1.3
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During the 1982-83 school year, the students, staffs, and parents at the
five participating schools in the School Improvement Program were involved in
numerous activities. Same of the activities, related to the evaluation design
specified in the program proposal, are briefly snmierized herein.

. A needs assessment was conducted during the month of
-October, 1982 to ascertain and to prioritise needs
identified by teachers at each building. The needs
assessment was based on the work of Brookover in the
School Social Climate Study at Michigan State University
(1978). The data from the assessment instrument were
analysed by the Department of Evaluation Services and
reported to the school staffs in order to serve as a
basib for the develops edt of action plans to guide the
program efforts at each building for the remainder of
the school year.

2. Parents at the five participating sobOols were surveyed
during April, 1983 concerning their awareness of, and
reactions to the School Improvement Program. Although
only 36.9% of the 1,024 parents responding to the survey
were aware of the school's mission statement for the year,
a large percent of the parents (85.9) believed that the
School Improvement Program helped their children during
the school year.

3. inservios support was provided to the professional staff
members at each of the five participating schools, in order
to increase their understanding of the conoipts and strategies
involved in the implementation of the School Improvement Program.
By May, 1983 a total of 22 inservice sessions were conducted at
the five program schools, involving 488 participants (a duplicated
count). The inservioe sessions were rated by participants as
successful in meeting their stated objibtives, anal participants
indicated that they applied specific skills or strategies in
their jobs.

4. Some professional staff members from the five participating
school, received additional inservice support during the year.
A total of 34 teachers from the five SIP schools participated
in the TZSA inservice program conducted by the Department of
Staff Development and Human Relations. Although evaluation
data for SIP teachers were available for only the second and
fifth inservioe programs, the respondents have generally
indicated that the inservice sessions provided a clear
standing of unit interactions, and have indicated satisfaction
with the program.

30
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5. As part of the monitoring of pupil achievement in the
basin skills, the Arithmetic Computation Test and the
Beading Comprehension Test of the Comprehensive Tests of
Basic Skills (CTBS) Wire administered to all pupils in
-thy five SIP schools. The pretest was administered in
October, 1982; the posttest was administered in April, 1983
as part of the district citywide testing program. Pretest-
posttest scores were obtained on 1,459 pupils in arithmetic
and 1,427 pupils in reading. Analyses of those scores Showed
the pupils change in achievement was greater than expected in
both arithmetic and reading. The growth in arithmetic was
substantial with 31.4% sore of the pupils at grade level on
the posttest than at grade level on the pretest. The
comparable figure for reading was 11.9%. While the achieve.
sent results were very positive, especially for the first
year of a grogram with the scope of SIP, the ~nits suggested
that if the program is to fully achieve its goals, consideration
must be given to the problem of the lower achievement gains of
pupils from low income families.
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ET-7E7 I 1 1 r
SCHOOL IYPE MONTH DAY YEAR

COVE.
..pwwMm=MmwklmmMMOMPOMIMINI...1MIMIOMMIW

WORKWOP TOPIC

Fort
OFFICE

USE ONLY

,SD/UR VORKSHOP EVALUATION FORM

r -!-P.wimusE

PREECUTER SPONSOR

ScHoot. DATE

DIRECTIONS IT IS OUR OBJECTIVE TO PROVIDE QUALITY INSERVICE PROGRAMS FOR DISTRICT PERSONNEL.

PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH OF THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS TO HELP US DETERMINE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF

THIS INSERVICE PROGRAM.

1. WORE THE OBJECTIVES OF THE INSERVICE PROGRAM CLEARLY STATED?

YES NO El UNCERTAIN [:::1

2. How WOULD YOU RATE THIS WORKSHOP IN MEETING ITS STATED OBJECTIVES?

VERY LITTLE NO

SUCCESSFUL SUCCESSFUL UNDECIDED SUCCESS SUCCESS

5 4 3. 2 1

3. DID 1HE INFORMATION PRESENTED INCREASE YOUR AWARENESS OR UNDERSTANDING OF THE ABOVE TOPIC?

YES El NO UNCERTAIN E
I. DID YOU OBTAIN KNOWLEDGE AND/OR ACQUIRE SKILLS AS A RESULT OF THE INSERVICE?

YES Ej NO UNCERTAIN

5. POINTS OF THE PROGRAM THAT WErZ MOST HELPFUL.

6. SUGGCSTIOhS FOR IMPROVEMENT,

t.www.wwwwoommommtwomMwroviMMINII.warOI00~...m.

7. As A RESULT OF TODAY'S SESSION I WILL

=1NIMPIII.1.11MIMMMMMOMMMINIPP,

8, PLEASE LIST ADO1TIONAL STAFF DEVELOPMENT CONCERNS AND/OR PROBLEMS YOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE

COVERED IN FUTURE MEETINGS.

35
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$;AFF 0EvELOPAENT A14D HUMAN RELATIONS
FOLLOW-UP SURVEY FORM

. .

Workshop Topic

Workshop Date Today's pate

1 r;or
I i 1 1 office
School ype Month bay ear use only
Code

wwwasorr~MMirlawrOl~mmolOrwr

Your School

Please help us assess the value of an inservici workshop in which you participated 4 to 6weeks ago. Please complete and return via,school mail to Staff Development Human RelationsWest Mound Service Center, by

During the inservice program, a number of skills and/or strategies were presented thatcould be applied in classrooms or related situations.

1. How many of these skills/strategies do
you bllet,* you could try/apply in
your job? (Circle only one

2. How many of these skills/strategies
have you Actually been 'able to try/
apply in your job/ (Circle only one)

0 1-2 3-5 6 ore 0 1-2 3-5 6 or More

3. On the reverse side of this fob b_r_i_e_fly describe the skills/strategies you have tried,estimate the times "tried, and whether or not each was successful.
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(C$)

.

EVALUATION ir WORNSI 10P #1

TWA

Which :ere you? (check) ...Teacher Participant __Guest A4ministrator
_Aide Participant ...Other
....Guest Teacher

.1. What did you like bescabout the first workshop?

ANIMMINNO1INI1111111.=1111OM1PPPOO-. il=01....1IIP0.

2. What did you like least spout the first4workshop?

Immomm111.
3. Additional Comments/Remarks

4. Do you have a clear understanding of the Unit 1 interactions?

1'crfre4 7 6 ,5 4 3 2 1 Do not understand
clear (circle a number) them at all

S. Is there anything about the project that disturbs you at this time?

No Yes If "yrs," please explain:

6. After learning about the project. how enthusiastic do you feel about your participation?

Enthusiastic 7 6 5 4 3 2 i Reluctant
(circle a number)

7. How satisfied were you with today's workihop?

Completely -Utterly
satisfied (cite.* numbs) dissatisfied



. EVALUATION WORKSHOP N2

TES A

Which are you? (check) . Teacher Participant
...Aide Participant

Guest Teacher

1. What did you enjoy most about today's workshop?

Guest Administrator. Other

2. What did you enjoy least about today's workshop?

3. Are you having problems regarding the scheduling of observations? (check)

No ....Yes If "yes," please explain:

41.N.Do you fed comfortable with an observer coding in your classroom?

Completely 76.

comfortable
5 4 3 2 Completely

(circles number) uncomfortable

5. Do you have a clear understanding of the Unit 2 interactions?

'Perfectly 7 6 5 4 1 2 I Do not us.Jerstand
clear (circle a number) them at all

6. How satisfied were y9u with today's workshop?

Completely 7 6 3 4 3 2 I Completely
satisfied (circle a nutr4a) dissatisfied



L-15

EVALUATION WORKSHOP I/3

TESA

Which arc you? (check) Teacher Participant Guest Administrator
Aide Participant Other
Guest Teacher

1. Do you think that being involved in developing a skit to demonstrate the interactions has
given you a better understanding of how to practice and code them?

2. Do you feel that we should continue having the participants demonstrate the interactions?

Yes No

3. Additional Comments/Remarks

1.n.1.1111111.

4. Do you have a clear understanding of the Unit 3 interactions?

Perfectly 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Do not understand
(circle a number) than at all

5. How satisfied were you with today's workshop?

Completely 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Utterly
satisfied (circle a nvnlbcr) dissatisfied

a
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EVALUATION WORKSHOP #4

TESA

Which are you? (check) .... Teacher Participant ...... Guest Administrator. Aide Participant . Other. Guest Teacher

1. At this point in the project, are )'ou experiencing any problems in maintaining the observation
coding schedule?

Everything 7 6 $ 4 3 2 1 Many
is O.K. (circle a number) problems

2. Additional Comments/Remarks

3. Do you have a clear understanding of the Unit 4 interactions?

Pei reedy T 6 5 4 3 2 1 Do not understand
them at all(circie a =mbar)

4. How satisfied were you with today's workshop?

Completely 7 6 5),, 4 3 2. I Utterly
satisfied (circle a number) dissatisfied

1



EVALUATION WORKSHOP MS

TESA

Which are you? ',heck) Teacher Participant Guest Administrator
Aide Participant Other
Guest Teacher

.1. Please rend all the statements below and select the one which best describes your opinion.

I think most teachers in the district would benefit by participating in a program such

as this.

I think a limited number of teachers in the district would benefit by participating in a
program such as this.

I question the value of this.program, either for teachers or students.

2. Comments/Remarks

3. Do you have a clear understanding of the Unit S interactions?

Perfectly- 7 6 5 4 3
clear (circle $ number)

4. How satif.ficd were you with today's workshop?

Completely 7 6 S 4 3 2 1 Utterly
satisfied (circle a number) dissatisfied

2 1 Do not understand
them at all



Griv.I1 Level :

(OTT lc ocili one)

It3A ruLLUW-0 4URVEi ;

(1) Elementary (2) Middle

(4) Other (specify)

TCSA Workshops Attended: (1) TESA I
(Circle a that apply.)

(4) TESA IV

(2) TESA II

(5) TESA V

(3) Secondary

(3) TESA III

7xOnsU-137ITEETErTins:easecomvsoritstr--T---rreineough F'57
circling the number that best indicates your reponse. Item G asks
i"m. our comments. Be sure to com back of Vii form.

A. O. crall, how would you rate the helpfulness of the strategies presented in the TESA
workshops?

Of No Help Of Little Help Undecided Helpful Very Helpful
1 3 4 5

B. Have you applied the interaction strategies in your classroom?
Ni,

Yes lb

1 2

As a direct result of applying the TESA strategies, do you perceive a reduction in
your stress luvel?

Yes
1

No
2

1. As a direct result of applying the TESA strategies, has student attendance improved?

Yes No Same
1 2 3

. As a direct result of applying the TESA strategies,. has the number of disciplineproblems been reduced?

Yes No Undecided
1 2 3

. As a direct result of applying the TESA strategies, has student academic performanceimproved? ,\,

Yes No
1 2

Comments:



e 7-It! pale C-28

TESA PROGRAM EVALUATION SURVEY
District.

School Year:

Meese cheat the appropriate answer to each item, below.

Sa: Male C Female 7. Years in profession: 1-5 C 6-10 C 11.15 7..
Age: 20-25 26-30 C 31-35 7.4 36.40 C 41.45 Co 46+
Your major assignment: Administrator Aide C Counselor 0 Teacher C Other
Grade level assignment: K-3 0 4-6 0 74 Q 9.12 CI Calege'/University

16+

PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER THAT BEST REPRESENTS YOUR ANSWER TO THE QUESTION ASKED.
I . To what degree were the objectives of the TESA program dearly corn-

inurstaued to you?
1. High 1 2 3 4 5 Low

2. To what degree were the methods employedby the instructor(s) effective
in achieving the objectives/ 2. High 1 2 3 4 5 Low

3. To whet degree did the insane:ar(s) demonstrate a thorough knowledge
and understanding of TESA catalpa? 3. High 1 2 3 4 S Low

4. To what degree did the instructor(s) succeed in communicating TESAconcepts?
4. High 1 2 3 4 5 Low

5. To what degree did the instructor(s) demonstrate enthusiasm for theTESA program/
5. High 1 2 3 4 5 Low

6. To what degree did the TESA program introduce you to new profes-
sional ideas?

6. High 1 2 3 4 1 Low
7. To what degree did the TESA program provide y...0 with applied and

functional knowledge and practices? 7, High 1 2 3 4 5 Low
S. To what degree did your involvement in the TESA program result in

positive cheeses in your attitude and behavior toward perceived "lows"? S. High 1 2 3 4 5 Low
9. To what degree was the program well Omni:cid sad managed/ 9. High 1 2 3 4 5 Low

10. what is your overall rating of the TESA program? 10. High 2 3 4 S Low
11.. Do you believe TESA should continue as a staff inservia training pro-gram in your district/

11. Yes Z. No = Undecided 47.
uNIT STRAND A

RESPONSE OPPORTUNITIES
STRAND 11
PEEDEACE

STRAND C
PERSONAL. ItEGARD

t IA Equitable Distribudoti of R116
spouse Opsorussines

ti AtEnnanon or Correction IC Proximity (within arm's reach of
snalesin2 2A Individual Helping UN Praise of Leaning Performance IC Courtesy3 3A Lama (wenng time for student

to respond)
311 Reasons for Praise 3C Personal teem and Compti

ISM4 4A Marjo& Radwasing. and Ovine 411 Latta* C TouchingCies
5 7.4 Higher Level Quenon's. Aceepthe 'whop SC Deliniall

In the above diagram of the Interaction Model. each of the interaction has been coded according to UNIT- STRAND (e... Latency3A. Courtesy 2C). In the spaces below. prioritize the three (3) interactions you believe were IRON effective in bringing aboutpositive change with your perceived "lows"; then prioritise the three which you believe were the least effective.

Code Code
1st most effective 1st least effective
2nd most effective , 2nd least effective
3rd most effective , 3rd least effective

45
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School Climate Variables of the Teacher Questionnaire
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Teacher Questionnaire

SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY

TSCL1 Ability, Evaluations, Expectations and Quality
of Education for Colleges (12 Items: 23-29,
32, 33, 43, 61, 63)

Item No. Content

23 What percent of the students in this schoOl do you expect to
attend college?

24 What percent of students in your class do youLexpect to
attend college?

25 What percent of the students in this school do You expect to
complete college?

26 What percent of the students in your class do you expect to
complete collfige?

27 How many of the students in this school are capable of getting
mostly A's and B's?

28 How many of the students in your class are capable of getting
mostly A's and B's?

29 How would you rate the academic ability of the students in
this school compared to other schools?

32 What percent of the students in this school would you say
want to go to college?

33 What percent of the students in your class would you say
want to go to college?

43 Completion of collo is a realistic goal which you set for
what percentage o your students?

61 The parents of students in this school are deeply concerned
that their children receive a top quality education.

63 How many of the parents of students in this school expect
their children to complete college?



Teacher Questionnaire

SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY

TSCL2 Present Evaluations and Expectations for High
School Completion (9 Items: 19-22, 30, 31,
42, 44, 62)

Item No. Content

19 On the average, what level of achievement can be expected of
the students in this school?

--20 On the average, what level of achievement can be'expected of
the students in your class?

21 , What percent of the students in this school do xyg expect to
complete high school?

22 What percent of the students.in your class do you expect to
complete high school?

30 Whit percent of the students in this school would you say want
to complete high school?

31 What percent of the students in your class would you say want
to complete high school?

42 Completion of hi h school is a realistic goal which you set for
what percentage of your students?

44 How often do ypu stress to your students the necessity of a post
high school education for a good job and/or a comfortable life?

62 How may of the parents of students in this school expect their
children to complete high school?

1,w
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Teacher Questionnaire

SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY

TSCL3 Teacher-Student Commitment to Improve (10 Items:
45.47, 61-55, 58, 59) 44k

Item No. Content

45 Do you encourage your students who do not have
economic resources to aspire to go to college?

46 Do you encourage your students who do not have
academic abilitity to aspire to go to college?

47 How many teachers in this school feel that all
should be taught to read well and master other
even though some students may not appear to be

51

52

53

54

55

58

59

How many teachers encourage students to seek
so that the students can get better grades?

How many students in this school try hard to
work;

sufficient

sufficient

their students
academic subjects,
interested?

extra school work

improve on previous

How many students in your class try hard to improve on previous
work?

How many students in this school will try hard to do better
school work than their friirdEr

How many students in your class will try hard to do better school
work than their classmates6r

How many students in this school will seek extra work so that
they can get better grades7--"---

How many students in your class will seek extra work so that they
can get better grades?

49



Teacher Questionnaire

SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY

TSCL4 Teacher Perception of Principal's Expectations
(5 Items: 37-41)

Item No. Content

37 What percent of the students in this school do you think the
principal expects to complete high school?

38 What percent of the students'in this school do you think the
principal expects to attend college?

39 What percent of the students in this school do you think the
principal expects to complete college?

40 How many students in this school do you think the principal
believes are capable of getting mostly A's and B's?

41 How do you think your principal rates the academic ability of
the students in this school, compared to other schools?



Teacher Questionnaire

SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY

TSCL5 Teacher Academic Futility (7 Items: 46-50,
57, 60, 64, 77)

Item No. Content

48 It would be unfair for teachers in this school to insist on
a higher level of achievement from students than they now seem
capable of achieving.

49 If I think a student is not able to do some school work, I

don't try to push him very ha-rd.

50 I am generally very careful not to push students to a level of
frustration.

57 How many students in your class are content to do less than
they should?

60 The parents of students in this school regard this school
primarily as a "baby-sitting" agency.

64 How many of the parents of students in this school don't care
if their children obtain low grades?

77 In this school, there is really very little a teacher can do to
insure that all of his/her students achieve at a high level.

51



Appendix E

Chronology of Ineervice Activities



Chronology of SOINR Activities belated to Design Objective 3.1

Including Localise, imeervice Topic, Number of Particits,
tmelength hi Niers, and Goals and Objectives for 1942-19113

pae

Otte location loservic e Topic o
tici

r -rn
Meals and Objectives

r

August 30 West Dread SIP I (Effective 40
(Trevitt) Discipline Practices for

.Schools)

September IS Irevitt SIP I 17 6.00 To provide Trevitt'staff with an opportunity to work And plan
together for the implemeetatioe of their School Improvement
Program. The objectives (briefly stated) Winded presentation
of TISA, overview and review of program, IOW school reading.

programs, hems visits, meets assessment, and develoweet of a
Mission slaloming.

September lb Windsor SIP I zo s.00 To provide an overview and set expectations; to clarify the
role of a school liaison person; to obtain knowledge about
the YESA program; ,to complete a needs assessment instrumnt;
to have an opportunity to wort en a mission statement for
Windsor School.

September 1/ Wedgewood SIP I 37 CON To familiarize staff with the factors of effective schools,
to provide some direction and guidelines for the School
imprevemmot Program imite give stiff an opportunity to
generate iedicaters for their factor.

September 20 West Broad SIP 1 22 $.26. To provide West broad staff wits, an opportunity to work and
plea together for the impleamelatioe of their School hoorays-
meet Program. The objectives to met this goal included an
overview and expectations, presentation of lime me !ask and
its Implications, and a season comatimmatics as it relates
to mastery, problem solving, and thee en task.

November 22 Wedgewood SIP (Testing and Test
Score Interpretation)

33 1.75 To provide the Wedgwood staff with ma overview of some treads
in achievemeet testing; information regarding the appropriate

of test scores; ieformatiee regarding the use
of CTIIS scored for pupil instruction; and a report of SIP fall
test scores.

December 3 West Broad SIP II. lb 6.00 Teachimg strategies appropriate to teaching problem-solving in
eathematics; introduce a proposed revised oath weitorieg
systole; discuss grade level concerns; share successful teaching
Ideas.

"-41;131
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r

16;;-nology of SO/NR Activities Related to Resign Objective 3.7
Including Location. Inservice topic. Number of Participants.
Leegth is flours. and Goals sad Objectives for I98249111

&ate Location Ineervice Topic 0
'Participaats

Loegt fis

Neon
ia

Goals and Objectives
.

December 8

..

December 9

.

i

i

December 10

January b

irevitt

Windsor

Wed9ewood

fair Avenue

SIP II

SIP Ii

SIP II (Tine on Task)

,

SIP II

23

19

32

15

6.00

5.75

6.00

5.50

r

To present strategies about the topic "Building Strength
in Children'; deal with learning styles, basic strategies
and high expectations.

Strategies for teaching reading comprehensioe. and show
how these strategies can be used in conjunction with the
basal reading; review discipline concerns, identify specific
needs, develop action plans with time-lines; developing
good school discipline and show how this relates to time
on task; provide suggestions for making home visits a
positive and mutually beneficial endeavor for both parents
and teachers.

Ta develop an understanding of the basic concepts associated
with lime -on -Task and classroom management. Participants
will be able to identify significant variables associated
with time an task. develop skills for evaluating their own
teaching and assessing Academic Learning Time effectiveness,
participate in a reflective teaching activity that will
enhance their understanding of the teaching/learning process
and enable them to develop a better understanding of the
relationship of instruction procedures to time -on -task
concepts.

Update of the School huprovement Program at fair and at the
other four schools in the project; share ideas and formulate
a plan for Sustained Silent Reading, Writing, and Math;
formulate strategies and plans for implementation of the
School improvement Program.

() a

S

, 0.11 q Apt
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Chronology of SO/Mil Activities Related to Design Objective 3.1
Including location, Inservice Topic, liamimw of Participants,
length in Moors, and Goals and Objectives fer,49DtrTIO3

Date location Inservice Topic I Arbor of
I Partici sots

- length in
Honors Goals and Objectives

January 10 Wedgewood SIP pi; 29 2.00

January 31 West groat' SIP III lb 6.00

February 2 Fair Avenue SIP III 12 5.25

February 2 Irevitt SIP III 13 5.75

February 3 1 Windsor SIP III
12 6.00

February 4 I Wedgewood SIP III 29 6.00'

April 18 West Broad SIP IV IC 6.50

April 19 Fair Avenue SIP IV 16 5.25

Discuss alternatives to the present/future
schedule/disciplinepolicies

Visit other elementary SIP schools; report out to staff the
data from Climate Control Survey; share grade level concerns.

Provide an overview of the Climate Survey; Math Problen-
solving techolgwes for implementation of the Sustained SilentOath Program; Houghton III lest Revisions and Replacements.

Share results of pee-test; commuoicatioo strategies for
improving school climate and problem ownership; present mathtest taking tips; using the newsusic series.

Share patterns of weak areas in math as indicated by the C1BS
(lath Computation test, present strategies for teaching these
skills; discuss discipline mad ter elate consequences fur
various types of misbehavior; discuss areas needing extraattention in reading comprehension as indicated by the CIDS;
demonstrate computer classroom management capabilities;
learning styles; school climate.

Provide an understanding of the reading problems of middle school
students; direct suggestions to teachers fOr what they can do
about the problems; give understanding of the reading process;explain 3 stages of reading across the curriculum; give teachers
examples of strategies for accommodating reading levels in thecontent areas.

Visitation to Wedgewood Middle School; meet with principal todiscuss grade level concerns; hear a Time Management Presenta-tion by Dr. Jane Applegate, Kent State University.

Develop an understanding of Time on Task; discuss identifica-tion and mainstreaming of special education programs; correlate
grade-level activities and the city-wide testing program.

144



Chronology of SD/MI Activities Related to amigo Ob/active 3.7
Including I.ecettat, loservice Topic, Number of Participants,
Length in flours, and foals and Objectives for 1%2.l913

Location -bierloservice Topic
3

or
Participaats.

Loogth in
Mews

Trevitt SIP IV 16 6.00

Windsor SPIV 22 2.75

Wedgewood SIP IV 32 5.75

59

Goals' and Objectives

Conduct a workshop eetitled "Creative Writing "; planning for
mit work in an interdisciplinary approach; visit 2 SIP schools.

Visiting other schools and classrooms to look for different
elements of effective schools and noting strategies related
to the solve* factors; share impressions of the visit.'

To provide participants with as opportunity to examine their
team's effectiveness and plan for desired changes, within a
middle school context.

4
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Chronology of TESA Inservioe Activities
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...

Chronolegy of SAM Activities 'elated to &nips Objective 3.8
WWII* Watts', lasers*, Topic, Amber of Participants,
length 10 Nears, and Goals and Objectives for 1982-1983

get: Location Inservice Topic limber al
arttc is

length la
Goals and Objectives

October 4 West Mooed TESA Workshop I 32 5.0 Teachers will be trained to use three of the fifteen
research-based strategies of TESA to motivate and support
all students.

October 5 Shepard teeter TESA Workshop I 34 5.0 Same as above.

October 6 Shepard Center TESA Workshop I 24 5.0 Same as above.
October Shepard (eater USA Workshop I 26 5.5 Same as above.
October 8 Shepard Center TESA Workshop I 34 5.0 Same as above.

November 8 Vest Mound 'ESA Workshop II 34 2.5 Participmets 4111 be trained to use three of the fifteen
research-based strategies in the USA Program.

November 9 Shepard Center TESA Workshop 11 36 2.5 Same as above.
November 10 Shepard Center TESA Workshop II 19 2.5 Same as above.

November II Shepard Center TESA Workshop II 28 2.6 Same as above.

November 12 Shepard Center USA Workshop II 33 2.5 Some as above.

January 10 West Mooed USA Workshop III 211 2.6 Participants will be trained to use three of the fifteen
research-based strategies in the TESA Program.

January 11 Shepard Center IES,A Workshop III 30 2.5 Same as above.

January 12 Shepard Center TESA Workshop III 20 2.5 Same as above.

January 13 Shepard Center TESA Workshop 111 21 2.5 Same as above.

January 14 Shepard Center TESA Workshop III 31 2.6 Same as above.

62
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Cbromelogy of SO/NO Activities belated to Design Objective 3.8
including Location, inservice topic, Number at Participasts,
Length la Wears, and Goals and Objectives Far 1962-1983

I oc t ionPate Inservice Topic Number of
Participial*

Length in
Wows

February IS Shepard Center USA Workshop IV 27 2.5

February lb Shepard Center IESA Workshop IV IS 2.5

February 17 Shepard Center IESA Works!-4, IV 24 2.5

February 18 Shepard Center LISA Workshop IV JD 2.5

February 21 West Hound IESA Workshop IV 31 2.5

March ?I Uest hound LISA Workshop V 30 2.5

March a Shepard Center IFSA Workshop V 29 2.5

March 23 Shepard Center IESA Workshop V 19 2.5

March 24 Shepard Center I1SA Workshop V 26 2.5

March 25 Shepard Center (ESA Workshop V 21 2.5

64

GOAIS and Objectives

Participants will be trained to use three of the
research-based strategies in the USA Program.

Same as above.

Same as above.

Same as above.

Same as above.

Same as above.

Same as above.

Same as above.

Same as above.

Same as above.

't

11E
65
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Appendix 0

Distribution of Soores Relative to the Normal Curve
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1.5 2 2.5

. 68



Appendix H

Parent Survey Form
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School Improvement Program

PARENT SURVEY FORM

1982-83

This year we are running a special project at Wedgewood Middle School. It is
called the School Improvement Program (SIP). You can help us with the project
by circling your *Lower to each question below. Please answer the questions
today and return this survey with your child's report card. Thank you.

1. Did you know that the school was running the special Yes No
School Improvement Program (SIP)?

2. Were you aware of the school's mission statement for the Yes No
school year?

3. Did anyone from the school talk with you about the School Lts No
Improvement Program this year?

4. Do you better understand the school's academic program Yes No
this school year?

5. Do you think the school expects each child to learn at Yes No
least the basic skills in each subject?

6. Ras your child's progress in learning the basic skills Yes No
been reviewed frequently this year by the school?

7. Has your child been assigned enough homework Yes No
during this school year?

8. Are you satisfied with your child's progress in Tes No
learning the basic skills this year?

9. Do you think that the School Improvement Program has
helped your child this school year?

10. Tour comments about the School Improvement Program

Yes No

ES: 3/83

7()
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cm Pretest-Posttest Results for SIP Sohools
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Table A

Median Percentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Feroent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Posttest, and Change Scores for

Arithmetic Computation for Fair Elementary
Reported by Grade Level

Grade N

Protest kgattegit Clings

Median
Sue

Median Mean
OR NCR

% At
Or. Lev.

Median
Site

Median Mean
OF NCZ

% At
Or. Lev.

Median
OE

Mean % At
NCR Or. Lev.

4

5

101

114

37.7

42.4

3.8

4.8

41.5

47.2

29.7

38.6

69.8

57.4

5.2

5.9

59.5

57.5

73.3

62.3

1.4

1.2

18.0

10.3

43.6

21.7

Total 215 44.5 34.4 58.4 67.4 13.9 33.0
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Grade

Table B

Median Percentile, Median Grade pquivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
for the Protest, Posttest, and Change Scores for

Reading Comprehension for Fair Elementary
Reported by Grade Level

Ers.test

Median Median Mean % At
xllo GE NCI Or. Lev.

taaktisatg_
s

Median Median Mean % At
%Ale GE NCE Or. Lev.

ChaBB0

Median Mean % At
OK ICE Or. Lev.

4 98 49.0 4.1 50.5 50.0 57.5. 5.2 54.8 61.2 0.9 4.3 11.2

5 111 42.9 4.7 47.9 40.5 58.2 6.4 54.9 54.1 1.1 7.0 13.6N.0110,
Total 209 49.1 45.0 54.9 57.4 . 5.7 12.4

4
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Table C

Median Percentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level'
for the Pretext, Posttest, and-Change Soares for

Arithmetic Computation for Trevitt Elementary
Deported by Grade Level

Grade N

tretaat j9ntteat Change

Median
$11e

Median Mean
OE IICE

% At
Or. Lev.

Median
%fie

Median Mean
OK NCR

% At
Or. Lev.

Median
GE

Mean % At
NCR Or. Lev.

4

5

121

145

25.4

37.1

3.5

4.7

380

44.5

17.4

30.3

44.9

75.6

4.6

6.6

52.4

63.9

47.9

71.7

1.1

1.9

14.4

19.4

30.5

41.4

Total 266 41.6 24.4 58.7 60.9 17.1 36.5

76
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Table 1)

Median Percentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grads Level
for the Pretest, ..c.sttest, and Change Moores for

Reading Comprehension for Trevitt Elementary
Reported by Grade Level

Grade N

Zretast roattist CINL040

Median
%ile

Median Mean
OR RCS

% At
Or. Loy.

. Median
%ile

ftd*an Mean
OS ICE

% At
Or. Loy.

Median
GE

Mean % At
NCI Or. Lev.

4

5

119

146

32.7

36.4

3.4

4.3

39.0

43.6

17.7

25.3

35.6

37.3

4.0

4.9

43.0

45.8

47.4

49.0

0.9

0.7

3.9

2.2

29.7

23.7

Total 265 41.5 21.9 44.5 48.3 3.0 26.4

79
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Table E

Median Percentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Posttest, and Change Scores for
Arithmetio Computation for West Broad Elementary

Reported by Grade Level

Preto:at Yeattant Change

Median Median Mean % At Median Median Mean % At Median Moan % At
Grade N GB NCE Or. Lev. OK NCE Or. 1.e. GB NCE Or. Lev.

4 183 29.4 3.6 39.7 25.7 73.7 5.3 62.7 76.5 1.7 23.0 50.8

5 196 46.1 4.9 47.9 42.9 75.7 6.6 61.3 72.5 1.6 13.4 29.6

Total 379 43.9 34.6 62.0 74.4 18.0 39.0

30

.--TA-,..a.IPrwal4.....
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Table F

Median Percentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Posttest, and Change Scores for

Arithmetic Concepts for West Broad Elementary
Reported by Grade Level

"'retest
#1`

Posttest_ Macao

Median Median Mean $ At Median Median Mean S At Median Mean % At
G N Silo GE NCI Or. Lev. Silo GE NCR Or. Lev. GE NCE Or. Lev.

4 183 44.3 3.8 45.8 43.2 64.5 5.2 58.3 72.7 1.6 12.5 29.5

5 196 50.6 5.0 50.2 51.0 55.2 6.0 53.3 53.1 0.9 3.1 2.1

Total 379 48.1 47.2 55.7 62.5 7.6 15.3

83
82

s.



Table 0

Median Percentile, Mdian Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Posttest, and Change Scores for
Arithmetic Applications for West Broad Elementary

Reported by Grade Level

Grade M

Pretest PonttOat chasm;

Median
%lie

Median Mean
GE NCR

% At
Or. Lev.

Median
Silo

Median Mean
OR NCE

% At
Or. Lev.

Median
OR

Mean % At
NCE Or. Lev.

4

5

183

196

41.8

45.1

3.8

4.7

44.4

46.1

42.6

37.2

50.4

53.4

4.6

5.9

51.8

51.0

47.5

52.0

1.2

1.3

7.5

4.9

4,9

14.8

Total 379 45.3 39.8 51.4 49.9 6.2 10.1

S4 85



Table H

Median Percentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Fermat at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Posttest, and Change Scores for
Reading Comprehension for West Broad Elementary

Reported by Grade Level

.fre tut _Posttest

am,....=...wp......

Median Median Mean % At Median Median Mean % At Median Mean S At
Grade N Zile GE NCR Cr. Lev. Silo GE f NCB dr. Lev. GE NCI Or. Lev.

4 181 42.6 3.7 45.8 40.3 54.4 4.9 52.2 59.7 1.2 6.4 19.4

5 186 45.3 4.9 48.9 40.3 51.5 5.8 53.1 51.6 0.8 4.2 11.3

Total 367 47.4 40.3 52.6 55.6 5.3 15.3

56
87



Table I

Median fercentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Posttest, and Change Scores for
Arithmetic Computation for Windsor Elementary

Reported by Grade Level

Pretest Posttest faianNO-

Median Median Mw An % At Median Median Mean % At Median Mean % At
Grade N Silo GE NCR Or. Lev. Silo OR NCI Or. Lev. OE NCE Or. Lev.

126 32.8 3.7 40.8 27.8 53.0 4.7 50.4 53.2

43.9 5.4 45.7 42.55 127 24.3 4.2 36.6 18,1

1.1 9.6 25.4

1.1 9.1 24.4

Total 253 38.7 22.9 48.1 47.8 9.3 24.9



Table J

Median Percentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Posttest, and Change Scores for

Reading Comprehension for Windsor Elementary
Reported by Grade Level

Grade

Prateat, tpsttnat Change

Median
%lie

Median Mean
OR NCR

% At
Or. Lev.

Median
%ile

Median Mean
OR NCI

% At
Or. Lev.

Median
OR

Mean % At
NCR Or. Lev.

4

5

129

127

36.3

34.4

3.5

4.2

42.7

42.8

32.6

25.2

36.4

39.5

4.0

5.0

44.3

47.8

32.6

40.9

0.6

1.1

1.7

5.0

0.0

15.7

Total 256 42.7 28.9 46.1 36.7 3.3

101.-.01F.M.......

7.8



Table E

Median Percentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Peroent at Oracle Level
for the Protest, Posttest, and Change Scores for

Aritbmetio Computation for Vedgewood Middle School
Reported by Grade Level

Zro Loud_ Posttest Change

Grade
Median
%lle

Median
OR

Mean
NCR

% At
Or. Lev.

Median
%ile

Median
OE

Mean
NM

% At
Or. Lev.

Median
OR

Mean
NCR

% At
Or. Lev.

6 121 32.2 5.3 39.2 19.0 54.6 7.0 52.9 51.2 1.7 13.8 32.2

7 108 23.9 5.6 35.4 14.8 35.5 6.8 42.0 34.3 1.1 6.6 19.5

8 117 31.6 6.8 42.6 28.2 45.9 8.4 48.3 41.9 0.9 5.7 13.7

Total 346 39.1 20.8 48.0 42.8 8.8 22.0

92 93



Table L

Median Percentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
for the Protest, Posttest, and Change Scores for

Reading Comprehension for Wedgewood Middle School
Reported by Grade Level

Pretest Posttest Piano

Grade
Median
%ile

Median
OR

Mean
NCR

% At

Or. Lev.
Median
Silo

Median
OR

Mean
NCE

% At
Or. Lev.

Median
OR

Mean
NCE

% At
Or. Lev.

6 121 32.9 4.9 42.6 28.9 43.9 6.2 46.3 43.0 1.0 3.8

.....

14.1

7 104 34.9 6.0 42.7 38.5 39.5 7.0 43.7 39.4 0.7 0.9 0.9

8 105 27.1 6.2 41.6 30.5 42.7 7.9 48.2 41.0 1.2 6.6 10.5

Total 339 42.3 32.4 46.1 41.2 3.8 8.8
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